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Dear Sir: 

This Reply Brief is filed under 37 CFR 41 .41 is in response to the Examiner's 
Answer dated June 27, 2007. 

I. Rejection of Claims 1 -33 As Anticipated By Boucher Under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) 

Applicants respectfully note that the standard for lack of novelty is that the 
identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as contained in the claims . See 
MPEP2131. 

A. Claims 1-2, 5-13, 15-17, 18-19. 22-30. and 32-33 

Boucher does not disclose a method of sending a dynamic language-specific 
electronic message and corresponding attachment to at least one destination address in 
at least one destination language in which the attachment includes a document with a 
plurality of line items . In particular, Boucher does not disclose (1 ) automatically parsing 
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the line items of the document to retrieve variable data related to the at least one 
destination language, wherein the variable data include the destination address; and (2) 
automatically determining if the parsed variable data, including the destination address, 
require a dynamic task to be started, as recited in independent Claim 1 . 

The Examiner asserts that Boucher discloses extracting "e-mail address and 
retrieving destination language from the email address corresponding email variable 
data". (Examiner's Answer at page 7, emphasis added). The citation relied upon by the 
Examiner recites: 



It is also preferred that the translation machine 136 determine the 
language which the message is to be translated into (Step 230 in FIG. 
3C). It is within the scope of the present invention for the sender of the 
message to indicate the language into which the message is to be 
translated, either within the e-mail address or otherwise. It is also 
beneficially preferred that the present invention determine the language 
into which the message is to be translated by noting the top level domain . 
As known in the industry, the top level domains .com, .edu, .org, and .gov 
are generally used for entities based in the United States. Organizations 
based outside of the United States are often assigned two letter top level 
domains which indicate the country. A list of two letter domains is 
available at 206.3. 148.4/files/domain. html which, as it exists as of the filing 
date of this application, is now incorporated herein by reference in its 
entirety. In some preferred embodiments of the present invention, the 
translation machine 136 determines the country which is the destination of 
the translated message by the two letter country indicating top level 
domain and performs a translation into a preselected language in 
accordance with the top level domain . 

(Col. 11, line 60 -col. 12, line 14, emphasis added.) 

Thus, Boucher discloses (1) the sender indicating the language into which a 
message is to be translated within the e-mail address, for example, by concatenating or 
attaching a translation address onto the destination address (see col. 9, lines 1-13; Step 
204 in FIGS 3A-3C) or via a user interface (FIG. 3D); or (2) determining the language a 
message is to be translated into by noting the top level domain name. Although an e- 
mail message and attachment may then be translated (col. 9, lines 40-45), Boucher 
does not disclose automatically parsing the line items of an attached e-mail document to 
retrieve variable data related to the at least one destination language , wherein the 
variable data include the destination address; and automatically determining if the 
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parsed variable data, including the destination address, require a dynamic task to be 
started. 

The Examiner has not pointed to any teaching in Boucher of parsing an e-mail 
attachment including a document to retrieve variable data related to the at least one 
destination language. In fact, the Examiner explicitly states that the Boucher teaches 
translating an email message "based upon the address to which it is sent." See 
Examiner's Answer at page 8, citing col. 9, line 56 - col. 10, line 5. One of ordinary skill 
in the art would understand that analyzing an e-mail address or a domain name, as 
required by Boucher, does not teach the claimed process of sending a dynamic 
language-specific electronic message and corresponding attachment to at least one 
destination address in which the attachment includes a document with a plurality of line 
items , and automatically parsing the line items of the document to retrieve variable data 
related to the at least one destination language. 

Applicants respectfully assert that this rejection is improper under 102(e) 
because Boucher does not identically disclose each and every element of the claimed 
method or computer program. Accordingly, independent Claims 1 and 18 are not 
anticipated. 

B. Claims 3 and 20 

Boucher does not disclose verifying the specific destination language based on a 
destination country of shipment . 

Although Boucher discloses sending e-mail to other countries, there is no 
disclosure of any shipment . The Examiner has not addressed the claimed shipment 
feature, but argues that Boucher teaches that the top level domain name may have a 
two letter country code (Examiner's Answer at page 8). 

Applicants respectfully note that "shipment" is readily understood as "the act of 
shipping goods ; the goods of cargo shipped". See The American Heritage Dictionary, 
2d. However, Boucher does not disclose shipping goods. Rather, Boucher is directed 
to methods for automatically translating messages from a first language to one or more 
different languages. Because Boucher does not identically disclose each and every 
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element of the method or computer program of the invention, Claims 3 and 20 are not 
anticipated. 

C. Claims 4 and 21 

Boucher does not disclose verifying the specific destination language based on a 
destination country in which a software program will be installed . 

The Examiner states that the "recited element argued by the Applicant does not 
have sufficient disclosure in the specification" (Examiner's Answer at page 9). This 
issue was never raised during prosecution. Is the Examiner making a 112 rejection? 
Applicant should have the opportunity to respond. Because the Examiner's Answer 
does not contain a rejection "designated as a new ground of rejection", Applicants may 
not request that prosecution be reopened pursuant to 37 CFR 41 .39(b). 

Moreover, the Examiner may not simply ignore this limitation as "not being a 
relevant factor" in the step of selecting the destination language (Examiner's Answer at 
page 9). It is axiomatic that all claim language must be considered. See MPEP 2106 
(when evaluating the scope of a claim, every limitation in the claim must be considered). 

Further, the specification supports the claimed subject matter. For example, the 
specification at page 3, line 1 9 - col. 4, line 1 2 discloses that an installation service 
document for computers may need to be sent electronically. A PDF file, or another 
distributable file that is proper for use as an attachment, with all the information 
regarding the agreement aspects of the installation service (or "Install Service"), is sent 
as an attachment to the email message. The text of the email and the attachment are 
sent in the appropriate communication language of the Install-At or Ship-To customer 
field. It is well known that computers include software programs (e.g., specification at 
page 5, lines 1 1 -1 2). Thus, the specification enables one of ordinary skill in the art to 
realize that the specific destination language may be based on a destination country in 
which a software program will be installed . 

Because Boucher does not identically disclose each and every element of the 
method and computer program of the invention, Claims 4 and 21 are not anticipated. 
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D. Claims 14 and 31 



Boucher does not disclose that parsing of an attached e-mail document is 
triggered by a receipt of any one or more of: a sale order, a request for information, an 
inquiry, and a quote . 

Boucher discloses that a message may pertain to general subject matter or to 
particular subject matter, such as legal messages, medical messages, or 
technical/engineering messages: 

In accordance with the present invention, the translation machine 
identifies the language of the message to be translated (Step 228 in FIG. 
3C). Either available techniques or readily arrived at techniques can be 
used to identify the language of the message. It is also within the scope of 
the present invention to identify the subject matter of the translation and to 
choose the type of appropriate translation which is to be carried out on the 
message (Step 226 in FIG. 3C). For example, some messages pertaining 
to particular subject matter , such as legal messages, medical messages, 
technical/engineering messages, can preferably be processed separately 
from messages of a general subject matter and treated with particular 
attention . Thus, the translation machine can preferably determine the type 
of translation which should be carried out: legal, medical, 
technical/engineering, or general. 

(Col. 1 1 , lines 44-59, emphasis added). 

However, this passage of Boucher merely discloses identifying a specific subject 
matter and choosing the type of translation which should be carried out. Certain 
messages are processed (translated) with particular attention, likely due to the highly 
specialized nomenclature of such subject matter. The Examiner has provided no 
support or reasoning for his assertion that "particular subject matter can be interpreted 
as" a sale order, a request for information, an inquiry, or a quote (Examiner's Answer at 
page 10). 

Boucher does not disclose a sale order, a request for information, an inquiry, or a 
quote . Further, Boucher does not disclose that parsing of a document is triggered by a 
receipt of any one or more of these kinds of documents. Because Boucher does not 
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identically disclose each and every element of the method and computer program of 
the invention, Claims 14 and 31 are not anticipated. 

II. CONCLUSION 

All the claims are believed to be allowable, and the allowance of these claims is 
respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 
/Warren A. Zitlau/ 



Warren A. Zitlau 
Attorney for Appellants 
Reg. No. 39,085 

Cahn & Samuels, LLP 

2000 P Street, NW - Suite 200 

Washington, DC 20036 

202-331-8777 

202-331-3838 

Date: July 5, 2007 
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